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Prof. A. Hamalian. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:20 p.m. 
Dr. Kenniff advised that the first item on the Agenda would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session" and he asked those in attendance who were not members 


of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Minutes of the Meeting of May 3, 1985 


Dr. Kenniff advised that he has been informed by the Secretary that due to 
technical difficulties the minutes of the Senate meeting of May 3, 1985, 
were not completed in time for approval at this meeting. Senate, being in an 
indulgent mood, agreed that the minutes of May 3, 1985, be submitted for 
approval at the next meeting. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Kenniff advised that a special emergency procedure was imposed in the 
University earlier this week with respect to a number of items in the 
University's Operating Budget; that with regard to this, he had explained in 
a memorandum sent to Senior Administrators, Unit and Department Heads, 
that very recent calculations conducted by the then Vice-Rector, 
Administration and Finance, indicated that the operating deficit of the 
University as at May 3, 1985, would be higher than what had been 
projected last Fall; that the effects in terms of our overall accumulated deficit 
were sufficiently alarming to require that some emergency measures be 
taken in order to come to grips with the financial situation of the University; 
and that this was in addition to the particular measures recommended by the 
Budget Cutback Task Force which was set up last Fall. He further advised 
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that as he had emphasized in Quebec City last week, the financial situation 
of the University due to the accumulated and accelerated impact of the 
budget cuts over the last 5 years, together with the chronic underfunding of 
Concordia with respect to its sister institutions, created an accumulated 
effect which the University was hard pressed to come to grips with if 
additional funding was not forthcoming. In addition he emphasized that 
these measures were prior to any formal decision being made by the Board 
of Governors which would be meeting next week and again in June, 1985; 
that he assumed this would be on the Board's agenda for priority 
consideration; that the measures that have been imposed for the end of this 
financial year and the beginning of the 1985/86 financial year, were 
intended to allow sufficient time in which to put into place a procedure 
whereby the system for budget review and control which has been in effect 
within the University, could be revised, set aside, or replaced with a new 
system which was more likely to produce the results forecast at the 
beginning of any financial year; that the process of budget review which he 
intended to introduce over the course of the summer, will involve specific 
discussions with each unit of the University with respect to their budgets, 
which, he understood, was something that has not taken place for some 
considerable time; and that the object of the exercise in the first instance 
would be the attempt to come to some realistic assessment of the budget 
needs of each unit, and also to bring those budgets as much as possible into 
line with the need to ensure a better balance between expenditure and 
revenue in the University. Finally, he stated that Concordia was facing a 
very serious financial situation; that while we were not alone with respect to 
this situation, i.e., we were in the company of sister institutions whose 
accumulated deficits, in proportionate terms, were almost as imposing as 
Concordia's was likely to be, nonetheless, ours had to be viewed as the 
most serious situation; and that this was not a surprise to anyone, 
particularly given that we were still considered by many to be a statistical 
aberration in terms of the way in which we are funded by the Quebec 
Government. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the application of the first provision of 
the emergency measures relating to a hiring freeze, Dr. Kenniff explained 
that the intention was not to prevent the hiring of part-time faculty for 
purposes of leave replacement, for teaching courses, etc. He also stated, 
however, that the intention was to impose the widest possible freeze and 
then to provide exceptions as such exceptions may arise; and that in his 
opinion, given that one of the significant elements of overexpenditure in the 
past year has been the part-time faculty budget, it would be appropriate for 
the Deans and the Vice-Rector, Academic, to review very quickly the 
question of part-time hirings in terms of in what way and in what 
circumstances this particular freeze should be lifted. He reiterated that the 
intention was to impose as wide a freeze as possible, but at the same time, 
he emphasized that the freeze did not extend to positions that have already 
been advertised, that have already been approved, or obviously where 
hirings have already taken place. Responding to a follow-up question 
concerning staffing of courses where the instructor has been listed as "to be 


85-5-8 


announced", Dr. Kenniff stated that such cases should be the object of a 
specific exception, which should be circulated in writing to all unit heads, 
and be done by an agreement between the Vice-Rector, Academic, and the 
Deans. He further stated that with respect to the application of directives of 
this nature, the assumption is that those who have administrative 
responsibilities within the University, be it at the departmental, Faculty, or 
general level, will rapidly identify specific areas in which, for reasons 
which they must then justify, there should be an exception made to the 
freeze; that all such exceptions should be done on the basis of written 
directives circulated to all those who received the initial notice; that while 
specific or particular exceptions may be made, they will be done in writing 
and by the appropriate authorities, i.e., no verbal or "pocket" exceptions 
would be made; and that it was not his intention to seek to find in the 
University where such exceptions might lie, but rather that that was the 
accountable responsibility of those who were responsible for departments, 
Faculties, and administrative units. Finally, by way of a plea, he stated that 
the financial situation of the University was such that those responsible 
must pursue the application of these policies considering that it is in the best 
interests of the Institution in terms of its potential for future development; 
that it was his expectation that the application of these policies would be 
done, as it was intended to be done at the level of the Rector and 
Vice-Rectors, in an enlightened and constructive way, with a view to 
bringing forward those exceptions which necessarily must be brought 
forward if the Institution is to function appropriately in the months ahead; 
and that at the same time, those responsible would exercise good judgement 
in order to ensure that such exceptions are not applied for where they are in 
fact not absolutely essential. 


In response to a question, Dr. Kenniff stated that the financial situation 
would, at some point, be made public; however, reminding Senators of his 
comments at the last meeting concerning the very delicate balancing act 
which must be struck vis-a-vis such announcements, he stated that he did 
not necessarily intend that it be trumpeted from the roof tops. He further 
stated that given that, as was already common public knowledge, the 
accumulated deficit of the University as at May 31, 1984 was 5.9 million 
dollars, that the projected deficit as defined by the Vice-Rector, 
Administration and Finance last Fall was 7.3 million, that the anticipated 
real deficit for 1984/85 as at May 31, 1985, will exceed that amount, one 
could establish through simple calculation that the figure would be 13 
million plus, and therefore that the accumulated deficit was going to be 
anywhere from 13 to 16 percent of the total operating budget of the 
University. He also emphasized that this was before we begin the 1985/86 
year, where current projections of the impact of the Government's 
additional funding might reduce next year's deficit from the anticipated 
amount, and including the application of the Budget Cutback Task Force 
recommendations, the deficit might be in the order of 4 to 5 million dollars, 
which would bring the University's total accumulated deficit up to the range 
of 20 percent of the total non-salary Operating Budget. Finally, he stated 
that the purpose of this exercise was simply to provide background 
information and to give members an opportunity to respond to the particular 
stop-gap emergency measures; that despite the very serious nature of his 
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comments, he did not think that there was cause to be unduly alarmist about 
the survival of the University, but that certainly there were reasons to be 
concerned about continuing to conduct business on a financial level, in the 
way in which it has been conducted for some time; and that there was a 
serious need to completely review that in the course of the summer months 
and in the year ahead, and to begin afresh with new procedures, the first of 
which would be a review of the budget of each unit. 


Other issues were raised and responded to concerning the need to impose 
emergency measures over and above the 3 million dollar budget reduction 
resulting from the Budget Cutback Task Force Report; Government 
regulations and practices relating to deficits incurred by universities, 
hospitals, etc.; the reasons for over-expenditures in operating budgets from 
what had been originally forecast; and the need for a proper system of 
budget review and control within the University. 


In response to a question, Dr. Kenniff stated that the major component of 
the projected deficit at the beginning of the year was with respect to faculty 
and staff salaries, both full and part-time; that the major component of the 
overage with respect to the initial projected deficit was non-salary; that 
approximately 80% of the budget was for salaries and 20% was non-salary; 
and that at the beginning of this academic year without doing anything 
whatsoever, we - could say that we were faced with a situation where we 
would be paying out approximately 7 million dollars more in salaries than 
what we were receiving from the Government and what we were deriving 
from other sources of revenue, including tuition fees, etc. In addition, while 
apologizing for not being more specific, he explained that he had hoped that 
this would not be a session in induced confusion, but rather an attempt to at 
least provide Senators with as much information as was possible at this 
point in time; and that undoubtedly this matter would be discussed again by 
Senate in the months ahead. Finally, he emphasized that Senate must play a 
key role particularly in terms of the process of definition of the academic 
priorities in the University; and that he personally attached a great deal of 
importance to the thinking in the months ahead about the reorganization of 
Senate's activities and focusing on some of the major issues concerning the 
future of the University. 


Appointments 


With respect to appointments to the Standing Committees of Senate, 
(document US-85-5-D2), Dr. Kenniff asked members to add Prof. C. 
Bayne, Faculty of Commerce and Administration, term to May 31, 1986, to 
the list of appointments, under the Fellowships, Scholarships and Awards 
Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
LIGHTSTONE, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE 
STANDINGCOMMITTEES OF SENATE, (DOCUMENT US-85-5-D2), 
BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Curriculum Changes 


Graduate Programme Proposals 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
TADDEO, THAT THE PROPOSED PH.D. PROGRAMME IN 
COMMUNICATION, (DOCUMENT US-85-5-D3), BE APPROVED IN 
LIGHT OF THE REPORTS FROM UCCC AND SCAD, (DOCUMENT 
US-85-5-D5 AND US-85-5-D9, RESPECTIVELY), FOR FORWARDING 
TO THE CONSEIL AND COMITE DES PROGRAMMES; AND THAT 
THE PROGRAMME BE IMPLEMENTED IF, AND ONLY IF, IT IS 
FULLY AND ADEQUATELY FUNDED BY QUEBEC. 


In his comments, Dean French pointed out that the massive documentation 
pertaining to the Ph.D. programme in Communication, has been available to 
members of Senate in various offices throughout the University as indicated 
in the memorandum from the Secretary dated May 17, 1985; and that the 
exhaustive process through which the proposal has been vetted, was 
outlined in his own report to Senate (document US-85-5-D3). He also 
stated that he personally viewed this as an exciting proposal, inasmuch as it 
has been developed by three of the four Montreal universities, working 
together over the past two or more years; and that he was very confident that 
the programme would be approved by the necessary Quebec bodies and 
funded. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE PROPOSED MA PROGRAMME IN 
GEOGRAPHY, (DOCUMENT US-85-5D4), BE APPROVED IN LIGHT 
OF THE REPORTS FROM UCCC AND SCAD, (DOCUMENTS 
US-85-5-D5 and US-85-5-D9, RESPECTIVELY), FOR FORWARDING 
TO THE CONSEIL AND THE COMITE DES PROGRAMMES; AND 
THAT THE PROGRAMME BE IMPLEMENTED IF, AND ONLY IF, IT 
IS FULLY AND ADEQUATELY FUNDED BY QUEBEC. 


In response to a question concerning funding, it was stated that historically 
Concordia has had a very high success rate in having programmes approved 
and funded, and in fact there has only been one instance where a 
programme has been approved without funding; that past practice has been 
to start a particular programme with the funding that we have received; that 
there were always hidden costs and that the funding that the University 
receives was not necessarily all that a particular programme was going to 
cost; that given the University's present-budgetary situation, if and when 
we hear from the Conseil and the Ministry that a particular programme has 
been approved and would be funded, we were probably going to have to do 
something that we have never done before, i.e., determine whether the 
funding was sufficient or whether other areas in the University were going 
to suffer as a result of implementation of the programme. 
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As a follow-up, it was stated that the issue referred to above had in fact been 
discussed at SCAD; that one of the difficulties with respect to both of the 
proposed programmes was that while certain elements of the expenditures 
could be costed, insofar as the revenues generated by the programme were 
concerned, it was problematical in that as seen through the funding formula, 
it could paint a very different picture; and that one of the questions raised at 
SCAD, in the context of the mandates of SCAD and the other Senate 
committees, was that perhaps there should be a final stage in the new 
programme approval process, which would be a year down the line, 
whereby the end result would be looked at by SCAD or its equivalent 
committee, which would give the final go ahead for the physical 
implementation of the programme once the results from Quebec are known, 
ie., that the funding that is obtained for the programme should be reviewed 
by the same committee at that time. 


With respect to the comment in the UCCC Report (document US-85-5-D5), 
concerning the significant resource implications of the proposed MA 
programme in Geography, it was stated that over the past four years the 
Geography Department has lost 3 full-time positions through retirements, 
with no replacements, which has reduced the Department to 8~ faculty 
members; that if those 3 positions had not been lost through retirement, 
there would not be serious resource implications with respect to the 
proposed programme; and that, in effect, some of the Geography 
Department's resources have been curtailed in order for others to enjoy 
those resources. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


By way of a general comment it was stated that University programmes, 
whether graduate or undergraduate, should not be allowed to function 
unless there were adequate funds coming from Government sources; that 
graduate programmes now in operation should be evaluated to see if in fact 
they are getting at those funds; that this was all part of the same package, 
and it was a losing battle of making the budget balance, if they don't receive 
adequate funding. 


As a follow-up to the above, it was explained that the Board of Graduate 
Studies systematically appraises existing graduate programmes and 
systematically concludes that they are underfunded. However, it was also 
stated that if a new programme is implemented with less than adequate 
funding, presumably there would be a domino effect whereby the existing 
programmes would suffer. 


Dr. Kenniff stated that with respect to the two new programme proposals, 
both UCCC and SCAD have attempted to come to grips with what has 
always been, but perhaps not perceived as such and will be much more in 
the future, a very serious aspect of the University's policy-making decision 
to go ahead with new programmes; that it was very much to their credit that 
they have attempted to come to grips with this; that it was not sufficient 
simply to say that all programmes were underfunded, etc.; and that rather 
we were going to have to be a little more incisive, particularly starting with 
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new programmes, as has always been the case at Senate, and in reviewing 
existing programmes as was the case at the Graduate level. 


Change in the Composition of the Council of the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration 


Prof. Wills presented and explained the rationale for the proposal to amend 
the Composition of the Council of the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration to include the Executive Director of CCMS, (document 
US-85-5-D6). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY MR. PAPPADIA, 
THAT THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE COMPOSITION OF 
THE COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION FACULTY COUNCIL TO 
INCLUDE THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF CCMS, (DOCUMENT 
US-85-5-D6), BE APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD 
OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


It was suggested that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration should 
perhaps consider adopting phraseology similar to that used in the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science with respect to administrative 
appointments to its Faculty Council, thereby making it unnecessary to have 
to go through the whole system every time the Dean wished to change titles, 
reassign portfolios, or add academic admini9trators to the Faculty Council. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Report of the Arts and Science College Evaluation Committee 


Dr. Singer, Chair of the Arts and Science College Evaluation Committee, in 
presenting and explaining the Report on the Institute for Co-operative 
Education, (document US-85-5-D7), advised that the Report had been 
approved by the Arts and Science Faculty Council without modification. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SINGER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SWEDBURG, a) THAT SENATE RECEIVE THE REPORT OF THE 
COLLEGE EVALUATION COMMITTEE ON THE INSTITUTE FOR 
COOPERATIVE EDUCATION, (DOCUMENT US-85-5-D7); b) THAT 
SENATE APPROVE RECOMMENDATION 2. WHICH PROPOSED TO 
CHANGE THE NAME OF THE INSTITUTE TO THE CENTRE FOR 
COOPERATIVE EDUCATION; AND c) THAT SENATE REFER TO THE 
VICE-RECTOR, ACADEMIC, THOSE RECOMMENDATIONS 
(NUMBERS 4. 5. AND 12, PAGE 6, DOCUMENT US-85-5-D7), 
WHICH HAVE RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS FOR THE UNIVERSITY. 


With respect to an earlier comment that this was the first time in which a 
College Evaluation Committee Report had been included on the active part 
of the Senate agenda, as opposed to being inserted under Reports for 
Information, Dr. Kenniff explained that when the procedures for the 
Evaluation of Units and Programmes in Division IV, (document 
US-78-4-D1O), were adopted by Senate on May 24, 1978, the motion to 


approve that document contained an agreement by the mover and seconder 
to add to the motion the concept that recommendations be forwarded to 
Senate and the Board of Governors as necessary; that this was to have been 
inserted at some appropriate point in document US-78-4-DIO; that in that 
context, it was important that Senate, and as the case may be, the Board of 
Governors, be asked to pronounce upon reports from College Evaluation 
Committees which have implications of a broader nature, be it resource or 
academic implications for the entire University; that consequently, in this 
instance, it was appropriate for the Report of the College Evaluation 
Committee on the Institute for Cooperative Education, (document 
US-85-5-D7), to be considered under the active Senate agenda for this 
meeting; and that the motion now on the floor was perfectly in order. 


In response to a question on Recommendation 12., concerning the $100.00 
administrative fee for co-op students, Dr. Singer stated that in accordance 
with item c) in the motion now on the floor, the decision with respect to this 
would be left to the Vice-Rector, Academic; that one of the reasons for this 
was the fact that when the question of a fee arose, it was not clear whether 
such a fee was admissible; that he was still not satisfied that monies 
collected for this purpose by the University, will in fact benefit the 
University; that this was something which required further investigation; 
that obviously, if the University does not benefit, but rather it loses money 
from its operating grant, there will be no fee; and that this was one of the 
reasons for leaving this particular decision to the discretion of the 
Vice-Rector, Academic. He further explained that there were two very 
different proposals concerning a fee, emanating from two very different 
bodies; that the Budget Cutback Task Force was looking at the question of 
internships for work term placements and on that basis it recommended that 
a $100.00 fee be charged for each of the four work terms; that the 
recommendation from the College Evaluation Committee was based upon 
input received from the Principal and also from responses to a questionnaire 
which had been circulated to the students, 68% of whom advised that they 
would be prepared to pay a fee; that the students did not know which of 
these two models would be put into place; that it would be up to the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, to first find out whether the University can charge a 
fee and keep the money and secondly to weigh the benefits against the costs; 
that there was also a question as to whether all of the co-op programmes 
were ready for the fee at this moment, 1.e., whether such a fee should only 
be imposed in a particular programme when it has reached a certain level of 
development; that in his opinion the decision would either be that there 
would be no fee if the University did not benefit financially, or that there 
would be a $100.00 fee per work term as proposed in the Budget Cutback 
Task Force Report, or that there would be a $100.00 fee per term beginning 
in the second term as recommended by the College Evaluation Committee; 
and that all of these models, with the exception of the first one, were 
followed by every other university in Canada that has a cooperative 
programme. 


It was wondered whether the internship fee as proposed in the Budget 
Cutback Task Force Report was to be perceived as revenue accruing to the 
University to allow the University to reduce the disparity between the 


revenue and expenditure by a proportionate amount, or whether it was the 
intention of the Task Force that that money be put into the Co-op 
programme to finance additional resources? 


In response, Dr. Singer stated that it was a combination of both of the 
above; that the assumption of the Task Force was that the imposition of the 
internship fee would free resources that could then be returned to the 
University, i.e., a certain amount of revenue would occur; that this did not 
mean that the budget of the unit would change, but rather that where the 
revenue came from would change, and that the unit would become slightly 
more self-sufficient; that the proposal from the Budget Cutback Task Force 
emanated from suggestions from various Deans that in these kinds of 
placement situations where there was extra expense, there should be a 
charge to offset the expense; and that it was not the intention to enrich the 
units thereby but merely to be able to take some of the money that was now 
coming out of the operating budget and give it to other people. 


Dr. Kenniff stated that it was his understanding that the proposal from the 
Budget Cutback Task Force was intended to increase revenue without 
modifying expenditures, thereby bringing revenues and expenditures closer 
into line; and that this did not mean adding expenditures as revenues were 
added, which would only keep the gap between the two as it was. 


In response to a question as to which of the two proposals he would feel 
more comfortable with, assuming that whatever revenues would derive 
from either formula could accrue to the University, Dr. Singer stated that 
based upon the experience of the University of Waterloo which has the 
largest cooperative programme in Canada, he personally preferred the 
middle ground; that it was his impression that over the last two years, the 
University of Waterloo has made a decision to recover a very significant 
proportion of the extraordinary costs associated with cooperative 
programmes and were raising the student fees much higher than what was 
being contemplated at Concordia; that insofar as our own programmes were 
concerned, it was his feeling that there should be a discriminating fee on the 
basis of where a particular programme is in terms of its development, i.e., 
there should be a period of incubation in which there probably is no fee, 
following which he would lean in the direction of recovering a significant 
proportion of the costs; that he did not think that this could be realized by 
imposing a $100.00 fee per work term as proposed in the Budget Cutback 
Task Force Report, but at the same time the $800.00 resulting from 
instituting the administrative fee recommended in the College Evaluation 
Committee's Report was probably excessive; and that it was his hope that 
some compromise between the two proposals might be worked out. 


Dr. Trudel, Principal of the Institute for Cooperative Education, explained 
that cooperative programmes operate with 6 academic terms and 4 work 
terms, for a total of 10 terms; that it was his proposal that students would 
pay a $100.00 fee in the second through to the ninth term, inclusive, for a 
total of $800.00. He further explained that the current fee at Waterloo 
University was $115.00 per term, which would be raised to $175.00 per 
term beginning in September; that over the next two years that fee would be 


increased to $270.00 per term, with the intention of offsetting the $3.2 
million dollar budget under which their cooperative programmes operate, by 
up to 80%; and that what was being proposed at Concordia was nowhere 
close to that amount. Finally, he emphasized that while $800-00 may seem 
like a large amount of money to student members of Senate, it must be 
realized that salaries which Concordia cooperative students were presently 
receiving in the jobs that the Institute was procuring for them, ranged 
between $1,400.00 to $1,500.00 per month, i.e., over the four work terms, 
Concordia students earn $25,000.00; and that $800.00 would be a very 
small part of that. 


In response to a follow-up question, Dr. Trudel advised that the present 
additional cost to the University to operate the Cooperative programme and 
what it would be if the administrative structures proposed in the College 
Evaluation Committee Report were to be put in place, have been worked out 
and the figures could be made available to the Vice-Rector, Academic. He 
further explained that presently there were 130 students in the cooperative 
programme, of which 20 would be graduating this year who would be 
replaced by 60 to 75 new incoming students in September, for a total 
average enrolment of between 160 to 170 students; and that instituting the 
fee as recommended in the College Evaluation Committee Report, would 
bring in a revenue of between $15,000.00 to $17,000.00 every four 
months, which would go a fair way towards helping to offset the operating 
costs. 


During continued discussion it was stated that one was a great believer in 
cooperative education, that it was a unique way in which to build 
excellence, and that as such, it should have a very high priority in terms of 
what this University is doing. It was further stated however, that given the 
University's budgetary problems, an attempt must be made to find ways for 
those students who are benefiting not only in terms of the education that 
they were receiving but also financially from being in the cooperative 
programme, to see if they cannot, in some sense, contribute to the excellent 
education that they are receiving. Finally, it was suggested that given that 
decisions arising from recommendations in the College Evaluation 
Committee Report which have resource implications would be directly 
concerned with the academic priorities of the University, the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, should report back to Senate, and part c) of the motion on the 
floor should be changed accordingly. 


As a follow-up to the above, Dr. Kenniff advised that it would not be within 
the purview of the Vice-Rector, Academic, to make a decision about 
instituting a fee for co-op students, as proposed in Recommendation 12.; 
1.e., 1f a fee were to be instituted, that would be a decision to be taken by the 
Board of Governors. 


It was agreed by the mover and seconder, that the phrase "AND 
REQUESTS THE VICE-RECTOR, ACADEMIC, TO REPORT BACK TO 
SENATE AT THE EARLIEST OPPORTUNITY", be added at the end of 
part c) of the motion. 
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Other issues which were raised and responded to, included questions 
relating to the practice with respect to student co-op fees at the University of 
Sherbrooke; the possibility of having companies pay student salaries 
directly to the University and deduct a portion of that money for 
administrative costs, as was a common practice among institutions in the 
United States; and the rationale for the proposed change in the name of the 
Institute to the Centre for Cooperative Education. 


Dr. Kenniff noted that the Report of the College Evaluation Committee 
expresses a desire to explore resources permitting the possibility of 
extending the cooperative programme to other areas in the University; and 
that one of the issues that presumably the Faculty of Arts and Science and 
the University would have to face, was the question of areas outside the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, e.g., Engineering, where the- cooperative 
programme might flourish very well, as was the case at the University of 
Waterloo. He stated that while the Dean of Arts and Science would receive a 
mandate under Recommendation 14, to evaluate and look at the Centre's 
effectiveness, etc., it was his hope that eventually the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, with the Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Science, would take up 
the question of the wider involvement of the Cooperative programme in 
other areas of the University. 


Senate was advised that the hope expressed above by the Chair, was not 
only in keeping with the desires of those who were presently involved with 
the Cooperative programme, but that it was also in keeping with the initial 
Senate discussion in 1980 where it was assumed that both the Centre for 
Mature Students and the Institute for Cooperative Education would 
ultimately have University-wide operations. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 


Proposed name change for the Department of Biological Science 


Dean Roy presented and explained the resolution from the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council, (document US-85-5-D8), that the name of the Department 
of Biological Science be changed to the Department of Biology. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ROY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
LIGHTSTONE, THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE ARTS AND 
SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL THAT THE NAME OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES, BE CHANGED TO THE 
DEPARTMENT OF BIOLOGY, (DOCUMENT US-85-5-D8), BE 
APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


In response to a question, the Chair advised that the name change would 
become effective as soon as it has been approved by the Board of 
Governors, presumably at its meeting of May 29, 1985. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Next meeting 


85-5-17 Dr. Kenniff advised that by tradition there would be no Senate meeting in 
June, and therefore, barring unforeseen circumstances Senate would 
reconvene in September, date and time to be announced. He also invited 
members of Senate, to share a glass of wine with him, at his own personal 
expenses in celebrating the end of a pleasant year of Friday afternoon 
meetings. 


Adjournment 
85-5-18 The meeting was adjourned at 4:15 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


